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Opi nion by Hanak, Adm nistrative Tradenark Judge:

Si nDesk Technol ogies, Inc. (applicant) seeks to register
WORLD W DE SERVER MP in standard character formfor the
foll ow ng goods and servi ces:

I nternational Cass 9: Communications software
for connecting conputer users to a gl obal
conputer network and for allow ng conputer users
to access on-line software applications, nanely,
word processing, spreadsheet, database, personal
i nformati on managenent, file managenent, and
emai | applications, and applications that
provide a user with the ability to design and
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create data archiving systens, to send
printing instructions via a global conputer
network to a renote printer, and to
devel op nul ti medi a presentations by
integrating text, audio, graphics, stil
i mages and/ or novi ng pictures.
I nternational C ass 42: Application service
provi der services featuring on-1line
software applications for use in word
processi ng, spreadsheet devel opnent,
dat abase devel opnent, personal information
managenent, file managenent, e-mail, renote
printing, data archiving system devel opnent
and nmul tinedi a presentation devel opnent.
The intent-to-use application was filed on June 24, 2003.
Cting Section 2(e)(1) of the Trademark Act, the
Exam ni ng Attorney refused registration on the basis that
applicant’s mark is nerely descriptive of applicant’s goods
and services. Wen the refusal to register was nmade final
applicant appealed to this Board. Applicant and the
Exam ning Attorney filed briefs. Applicant did not request
an oral hearing.
As has been stated repeatedly, “a termis nerely
descriptive if it forthwith conveys an i nmmedi ate idea of the

ingredients, qualities or characteristics of the goods [or

services].” In re Abcor Devel opnent Corp., 588 F.2d 811, 200

USPQ 215, 218 (CCPA 1978) (enphasis added); Abercronbie &

Fitch Co. v. Hunting World, Inc., 537 F.2d 4, 189 USPQ 759,

765 (2" Cir. 1976). Moreover, the i medi ate idea nust be
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conveyed forthwith with a “degree of particularity.” Inre

TVMS Corp. of the Anmericas, 200 USPQ 57, 59 (TTAB 1978); In re

Entenmann’s Inc., 15 USPQ2d 1750, 1751 (TTAB 1990), aff’d 90-

1495 (Fed. G r. February 13, 1991).

At page 5 of her brief, the Exam ning Attorney argues
that “based on the dictionary definitions of record, it is
clear that the term WORLD WDE SERVER i s descriptive of
applicant’s software, and application service provider
services featuring software, which use a world w de server.”

In this regard, the Exam ning Attorney cites The Anerican

Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (3d ed. 1992).

This dictionary defines the word “worl dw de” as neani ng
“invol ving or extending throughout the entire world;

uni versal: a worldwi de epidemic.” The dictionary defines the
word “server” as “a conputer or programthat controls a
central repository of data that can be downl oaded and
mani pul ated in some manner by a client.”

However, the Exam ning Attorney sinply fails to even
explain (nmuch |l ess prove) how the term“world w de server” is
descriptive of any quality or characteristic of applicant’s
goods or services. Indeed, throughout her brief the

Exam ni ng Attorney makes no distinction in her discussion of
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mere descriptiveness between applicant’s goods and
applicant’s services.

O course, the issue before this Board is not whether
the term“world wde server” is nerely descriptive of
applicant’s goods or services. Rather, the issue is whether
applicant’s mark WORLD W DE SERVER MP (enphasis added) is
nmerely descriptive of applicant’s goods or services. In this
regard, it should be noted that in the first Ofice Action
the Exam ning Attorney contended that the initialism M neans
“mul ti processing.” The Examining Attorney cited the

TechEncycl opedi a (2001).

In response, applicant stated that the initialism M has

124 meani ngs. Applicant cited ww. acronynfinder.com To its

credit, applicant acknowl edged at page 3 of its response that
“the majority of these [124] neanings are not related in any
way to applicant’s goods or services.” However, continuing
at page 3, applicant contended that there are nunerous

addi tional neanings of the initialism M that are just as
relevant to applicant’s goods or services as is

“mul tiprocessing.” These include the follow ng neani ngs:
mai N process; master processor; naxi mum power; nessage

processor; mcro-processor; nodule processor; nulti purpose;
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multilink protocol; multi-point; multiple platform and
mul ti - prot ocol

In her second Ofice Action, the Exam ning Attorney
never took issue with applicant’s contention that the
initialism M has nunmerous neani ngs nmany of which (at | east
12) are relevant to applicant’s goods or services. Rather,
wi t hout offering any explanation, the Exam ning Attorney now
contended that as applied to applicant’s goods and servi ces,
the initialismM neant “nmulti-platform” |In particular, the
Exam ning Attorney in her second O fice Action never
expl ai ned why she was now departing fromthe view expressed
in her first OOfice Action that the initialism M neant
“mul ti processing.” Presunmably, the Exam ning Attorney
changed her view as to the neaning of the initialism M
because she was able to find 5 articles fromthe Nexis
dat abase and a few Internet stories where the term*“nulti-
platforni was used in proximty to MP. As an exanple, an

article fromthe Cctober 1, 2001 edition of Mlitary &

Aer ospace El ectronics reads, in part, as follows: “Laurel

Technologies ...wi |l provide Explorer MP rugged portable
multi-platformwork stations for Arny and Marine Corps
digital battlefield applications.” The Exam ning Attorney

never explained howthis article or the others she submtted
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denonstrated that as used in applicant’s mark WORLD W DE
SERVER MP, the initialism MP neans “nmulti-platform” and only
“mul ti-platform?”

In sunmary, we find that even assum ng for the sake of
argunent that the phrase “world wi de server” is descriptive
of applicant’s goods and services, that the Exam ning
Attorney has sinply failed to prove that applicant’s mark
WORLD WDE SERVER MP is |ikew se nerely descriptive of
applicant’s goods and services. As previously noted, the
Exam ni ng Attorney has never taken issue with applicant’s
contention that the initialism M has nunerous (at |east 12)
very different neanings as applied to applicant’s goods and
services. |Indeed, many of the other definitions of MP
arguably better “fit” with the term“world wi de server” than
the definition currently of preference to the Exam ning
Attorney (rmulti-platform. As just one exanple, given that
applicant’s goods are communi cati ons software and applicant’s
services include email, the definition “nessage processor” is
arguably a better “fit” (i.e. “world w de server nessage
processor”) than “multi-platform” which results in “world
wi de server multi-platform?”

Therefore, with the initialism M having at | east 12

pl ausi bl e neani ngs, applicant’s mark WORLD W DE SERVER MP
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sinply does not imediately convey information about the
gqualities or characteristics of applicant’s goods or services

with the required “degree of particularity.” TM Corp. of

t he Anericas, 200 USPQ at 59; Entenmann’s Inc., 15 USPQ2d at

1751.

Decision: The refusal to register is reversed.



